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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
Examiner called Applicants 1 representative to discuss: (1) changing the carbon range of alkenyl and alkynyl {C1-5 to 
C2-5}, under the definition of the X variable, in claims 1,16 and 21 ; (2) the lack of antecedent basis of non-heteroaryl 
rings {i.e., 2-pyrrolinyl, 3-imidazolinyl,4-pyrazolinyl, etc.} listed in claim 6; (3) canceling claims 24-26 directed to a non- 
elected invention; (4) the rejoined method of use claims 30 and 31; and (5) claims 32 and 35 being improperly multiple 




